
1 Responses to CDH CommWs on April 1994 
Draf't Flnal Td~mcal Memorandum #11 

Dedjeloplraent and Screenmg of Remedid Action Alternatives 

Rocky Flats Plant 
881 Hilwde Area (Operable unit 1) 

Comment 1 I 

The CMS/F~ must contam 
by the Diwson for each MSS 

t scope of the development 
of remedd altematdvcs may not meet our needs 111 malang these densions 

The development of r e m a  acbon altemat~ves must start at the IHSS and source level 
Correctwe selected for each IHSS and  sour^^ a m  that are fully protecave and 

The number and range of altemat~vea evaluated for each IHSS may 

IHSS should then be comb& to form a range of remedud aaon 

Altematms developed at the operable umt 

and compftxlty of wntarnmabon and avabbhty of treatment opbons 

le wut When appropriate, IHSSs wrth slrmlar effectwe alternabves altematlves for the 
economres of scale 

of altunabves prescribed 111 EPA gurdance 

The combmg of 
altematwes mto 
the final m g e  

apbons rnto aitcmabvcs for each IHSS and the mtegrabon of IHSS 
altunat~vcs for the OU should not be &stmct steps Rather, 

of the operable umt should be the product of an iteratwe 
opbons consldemg screenmg cntena at the 

It is not nectssary to evaluate or screen 

The no amon should be presumed rn areas where no contarmnabon was detenntned 
wth COntammahOn is determmcd to be currently protective and meets 

MSSs where no 
must mclude s u f f i a c n t 3 u s ~ ~ 0 n  to support 

nsk of 1*10 -̂6 and hazard rndex of wty 
be protectwe of ecolog~cal receptors and 

remedy of no actm may be praposed 

Response 

DOE does not agree th t rndmdual IHSSs should be examrncd for remedud act~on alternat~ves 
The IAG states that the CERCLA RVFS gurdance should be used as the template for conductmg 
OU CMWFSs The IA also estabhshes the OU concept and recog~zcs the need for evaluatmg 
remedd acbons at the e OU level 
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Implementmg the CMS/FS on an IHSS by IHSS bass is neither pracbcal nor cost-effemve 
Groundwater remediahon cannot be evaluated stnctly through indiwdual IHSSs For example 
groundwater contammabon at the eastern edge of the operable umt has not been dehhvely bed 
to any one MSS Th~s area therefore could not be evaluated through an mdmdual IHSS 
CMS/FS The OU 1 CMS/FS report addresses groundwater contammabon where it occurs and 
attempts to idenhfy source locahons through the Phase III RFI/RI data This approach is 
consistent with groundwater remediahon strategies applied to other sites across the natllon 

The Diwsion states that a no achon altemahve should be presumed m areas where no 
contarmnabon was deterrmned to be present, or where the area is currently protectwe of human 
health and the envuonment The diwsion goes on to specify that the 1 x 106 nsk level and 
hazard mdex of umty is considered protectwe DOE beheves that thts approach is agam 
inconustent wth CERCLA gudance and the IAG a s k  assessment numbers are not avadable 
for indmdual IHSSs and therefore cannot be used to d-e if an area is protectwe 

In an attempt to meet the request of the Diwsion the OU 1 CMS/FS includes a table whch 
s u m m a m a  mdindual MSSs and states how they are accounted for through the alternative 
development process In ad&tlon the OU-1 CMS/FS report proposes to conslder OU 1 a angle 
Correctwe Acuon Management Umt (CAMU) under RCRA to address identtfied groundwater 
contamuzatron and possrble reslduat DNAPLs 

Comment 2 

1 The general assumpbon 
that remedml achons that are promve of human health wil l  adequately protect ecolog~cal 
receptors at OU-1 is not always appmpnate Not all r e m d a l  acbons that meet human health 
RAOs wlll necessarily be protective of the enwronment For example, msututlonal achons such 
as site access and use restnchons wdl not reduce access and exposure of small arumals The 
effectweness of an altematwe to protect ecologtcal receptors must be considered in the 
development and screenmg of alternat~ves 

Response 

In most cases th~s comment is appropmte However, m the case of OU-1 the EE pornon of 
the Phase III RFVRI drd not idcnhfy any sigruficant hazards to ecolog~cal receptors 
Specfically, the EE found that whde some contarmnants occur at pokntdly tonc levels the 
contarnurated ateas are not large enough to result m a sigmficant threat to the populahons of 
plants or mmals and that the mtncted distnbubon hrmts the durabon and frequency 
at which ecolog~cal receptors may contact contamtnanta thus Irnutmg exposure Therefore 
for the OU 1 CMS/FS, it 1s assumed that since no cutrent sipficant hazards exlst for these 
receptors RAOs protecbve of human health w11 also be pmtcctwe of ecologld receptors 

Comment 3 

Evaluatton of FmsW IMIW The exrstmg WIRA IS not fully or accurately charactenzed 
or evaluated m this TM Evaluabon of the IM/IRA is based on dated matwnat and does not 
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accurately charactenze the effecbveness of either the french dram, collecuon well or treatment 
facility 

The conclusion that the french d m  would not prowde an effecbveness in protecbng human 
health or the enwonment much greater than msbtubonal controls is not accurate The 
concentration of contarmnants m the mfluent water can not be hrectly correlated to the 
effecbveness of the french dram Foobng dram water which is not contammated contnbutes 
a sigmficant percentage of the mfluent water effwbvely dilubng the contarmnants collected by 
the french dram and collemon well Disconhnuabon of the collecbon and treatment of footmg 
dram water was recently proposed by DOE The drlubon of mfluent water was not considered 
m concluding that the french d m  would not mcrease protecbveness over mstitubonal acbons 
Also the potenhal for contarnumbon to mgrate into the french dram in the future was not 
considered 

The Buildmg 891 treatment Wty has recently been shown to be meffecbve m treatmg carbon 
tetrachlonde and would subsequently requue modification to treat extracted groundwater Thls 
fact should be considered m evaluahon of h s  treatment opbon 

Response 

The Phase III RFWRI report concludes that the french dram system is effectwe M contauung 
contarmnants mgrabng from the MSS 119 1 source area However, groundwater modehg 
conducted as part of the OU 1 CMSIFS mdcates that contarmnant conwntrabons wdl not exceed 
Federal or State MCLs at the Woman Creek boundary Ths  locabon represents the closest 
reallsbc exposure pomt for a human feceptof to groundwater ongmatmg m OU 1 Operabon 
of the french dram merely replaces natural attenuation as a removal mechmsm without 
sigmficantly affkctmg comphce wth ARARs or protection of human health and the 
envvonment 

For altematrve cornpartson the emstmg french dmn system and componbg water treatment 
plant have been retamed for altematrve development and detsllled analysis, and are mcluded m 
several remednl amon altcmatwes The OU 1 CMS/FS also refances potend m&fiCahOns 
to the UV/peronde treatment system necessary to allow the system to treat water ongmatmg 
from OU 1 or from other operable umts 

Comment 4 

Transfer of R- of )th OU 2 The Division 
recognlzes the uthty of conductmg remdiahon of surfkid sod radioactwe contammbon m OU 
1 under OU 2 However, h s  transfer has yet to be formally proposed by DOE or approved by 
EPA and CDH T h s  proposal must mclude debled documentabon of the contarmnants and 
media for whch remediabon are to be transfemd to OU 2 In addibon responsibrlrty for the 
remediabon of radionuchde hot spots and non radionuclide (PAH and PCB) contammated 
surficial soas must be clearly documented 
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Response 

The admmistrabve transfer of OU 1 surface soils to OU 2 is documented 111 a letter to Mr 
Marhn Hessmark of the U S EPA Region Vm, and to Mr Gary Baughman of the Colorado 
Department of Health dated June 30 1994 (Ref 94 DOE 07024) In addibon the assessment 
of surface water and sediments 111 the SID and Woman Creek is being addressed under OU 5 
as discussed in the EPA letter dated January 12 1994 

Comment 5 

R e m e d m  of OU 1 S u m  W- The Dimsion requests a formal proposal 
from DOE documentmg DOE’S rntent to mvesbgate and remedmte surface water and sxhments 
at OU 1 under OU 5 Th~s proposal must mclude demls on the ateas, medxa and contammanon 
to be transferred 

Response 

The IAG specifies the contents of mdividual operable u ~ t s  Sediments and surfkce waters 
associated wth Woman Creek are currently idenhfied as O U 5  areas In addbon the 
assessment of surface water and sediments rn the SID and Woman Creek 1s dncussed m the EPA 
letter dated January 12 1994 

Comment 6 

n of -ts at OU 1 The Diviaon is unclear how the DOE plans 
to conduct mhonuchde hot spot remedrabon at OU 1 The remediatm of radionuchde 
conmunabon at OU 1 must be fully considered m the development and seleaon of r e m a  
altemabves The techntcal memorandum states on page 2 2, It is assumed that unplementauon 
of any groundwater GRA presented below would mclude removal and temporary storage of thn 
[radionuchde hot spot] contammated sods Thls statement is not accurate, s c v d  groundwater 
GRAs are hsted that would not necessarily requwe the removal of radmuchde hot spots The 
Diwsion req- that DOE mclude altcmabves for surface soil hot spot remedrahon 111 the OU 1 
remedy selecbon process 

Remediabon of radionuchde hotspots is currently bemg conducted under a proposed acbon 
memorandum (PAM) G U S  were not idenhfied for these hotspots because it is assumed that 
they WIU not be present when remcdd actrons are inibated for OU 1 Remedial acbon 
altemabves were not developed for these! areas for the same reason 

Comment 7 

ment for The development and screenrng of altemabves 
must mclude opbons for the management and ulbmate dssposlbon of any treatment or removal 
residuals Many of the altematwa developed in this technical memorandum could generate 
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significant volumes of treatment residuaIs that may need to be managed as hazardous 
radioactwe, or med waste 

Response 

The OU 1 CMS/FS report contams more mformahon cbncemmg management of residuals 
Under certam altcmabves si@cant quanhhes of resrdual waste may be generated and should 
be addressed The deraded analysls of alternat~vea is lnknded to address these issues and does 
so m the OU 1 CMS/FS report under the cntena of Reducbon of Toxlclty, Mobbty, or Volume 
through Treatment T M #11 does not evaluate the me cntena specified m the CERCLA 
gtudance for deradai analysls 

Comment 8 

of cMs/FS 4 Several of the process 
opQons and alternabves discussed m th~s techmcal memorandum have been or are currently 
bemg evaluated by DOE at Rocky Flats, such as the s~tewde treatablltty study program and 
IM/IRAs J3ased on the remew of th~s document, it appears to the Diwslon that tech~cal staff 
conductmg studies duectly apphcable to remedabon of OU 1 have not been uthzed m the 
development and scremmg of altemat~va Many of the statements and assumpbons presented 
m this techcal memorandum regardwig these pmjects and related altematwes are outdated or 
maccurate It IS mtical to the development of remedial -on altemabva that DOE u t d m  all 
avadable resources The Diwslon recommends that DOE confer wth personnel conductmg these 
stu&es and update th~s techrucal memorandum to lnclude the most current and accurate 
mformatton avadable 

Response 

Sitewide treatabhty study data were evaluated m developmg and screerung the hst of 
technologtes avadable for OU-1 The OU 1 CMSIFS report mcluda mformabon from ongomg 
sod vapor extracbon stud~es and refma the scheduled ohmc heatmg demonstrabon Other 
treatabhty studrcs wdl also be wed If appropriate d m g  r e m a  deslgn Note that although 
some treatablltty studres cumntly m progress at the RFETS may apply to contarmnants found 
m OU 1 they do not neassanly apply to the srte conditms For example bioremedmbon is 
considered a potenhal technology for rcmedlabon of chlonnated solvents, however 
implementahon of the technology at OU 1 is not considered fmible 

Section 2 1 General Response Actions 

Comment 1 

ia of C- for 0- Actrpns "he Divlslon does not agree wlth the 
statement on page 2 2 that groundwater is the only medium of concern at OU-1 that requlres 
general response achons In order to fully address the remedml acbon ~ ~ J C C ~ I V M  for OU 1 
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medium specific general response mons must be fully developed for all media impacted by OU 
1 contarmnahon Thrs should include all conmunabon sources contammated surface and 
subsurface sods, and contammated groundwater 

Response 

The RAOs and altemahve descnpbons have been revised rn the OU 1 CMS/FS report to clanfy 
that subsurface sod sources of DNAPL wdl be remediated under certam altemabves However 
GRAs cannot be developed spec~!IcaIly for the medium of subsurhce sods since there is no nsk 
idenhfied for thrs medium nor do the contamrnants III the medrum exceed chermcal specific 
ARARs associated wth subsurface soils (none are idenbfied) 

Comment 2 

ComDlete Doc- of Several general nsponse acbons are 
currently assumed by th~s techcal memorandum to be par& of groundwater remedmbon 
altemahves but are not formally documented as such For example, the text states (page 2 2 
paragraph 3) that groundwater GRA assume the removal of radronuchde hot spots though 
removal of the hot spots 1s not covered elsewhere ln the TM It is cnbcal to the development 
and screemg of rem& acbon altemahves that the complete hst of all GRA for each 
altemabve be considered The descnpbon of each GRPI. must lnclude a complete desclrptton of 
all acbons smgly or 111 combmatron, that may be taken to satrsfy the rem& amon objecbves 
for an area 

Response 

See response to General Comment #6 

Comment 3 

and The hst and bnef descnpbon of groundwater 
GRA on page 2 3 is lncomplete and confusing The list of GRA is the foundatxon on whch 
remedial altematlves are developed and evaluated, it is imperabve that GRA and assocfated 
process ophons be clearly presented and descnbed in th~s TM Each general response achon 
must clearly spec@ the acbon(s) medm and as appropnatc, contammatton to be targeted For 
example 111 situ treatment of chlonnated solvents m subsurface sods and 111 situ removal of 
chlonnated solvents from subsurface sods wth ex situ treatment are different general response 
achons for subsurface sods 

AddiQonally it is not clear to the Dimsion why removal ex atu treatment of chlonnated 
solvents and some opbons for m situ treatment of chlonnated solvents are considered separate 
GRA for groundwater It is the Drvlaon s understanding that under most of the process opbons 
being considered under these GRA groundwater is to be removed and treated at the Buddmg 
891 treatment fachty 
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Response 

The designation of GRAs follows commonly accepted terminology and EPA guidance 

Comment 4 

Volume and A m  This secbon should be expanded to mclude area and volume 
esbmates for all media for each IHSS or source area at OU 1 to whlch general response actions 
nught be apphed This must mclude esbmates of the probable location of solvents at IHSS 119 1 
mcludmg p0tent.d residual m sods and/or pools at the top of bedrock To sud m the 
presentabon and understandmg of areas and volumes bung considered for remedmtion maps of 
each area should be mcluded m the CMS/FS report 

"his secbon is rewsed m the OU 1 CMSIFS report, however, the CMS/FS report cannot 
elaborate m e r  on nature and extent of contaminahon than the Phase 111 RFI/RI report Nature 
and extent of conmunabon is defined to the maxlmum extent prachcal m the RFWRI Further 
defimhon is unlrkely to be attaurable due to the difficulty mvolved m characterrpng DNAPL 
contarmnabon The OU 1 CMS/FS report attempts to summanze the Phase III findmgs wthout 
remterpretmg the data Volume and area esbmates have been mcluded where appropnate 

Section 2 2 Identification and Screening of Technoloqies and procesS Options 

Comment 5 

S c w  of T- The Diwslon offers the followmg 
comments regardmg the screemg of technology options and process ophons presented m 
Figure 2 3 

The no action altematxve should not rnclude refmces to msbtutional controls as part 
of long-term momtonng Inmtubonal controls are an acbm No further acbon would 
mclude no mstmmnal controls 

e The Diwsion recommends that the Ins&tubonal Control GRA be renamed to Institutional 
Acbons MON~OIXI~ should be mcluded as a r e x n d  technology opbon under 
insbtubonal acbons 

The Removal GRA should be a combmahon of actlons mcludmg removal and treatment 
andor release of groundwater The potentral for residual or free phase DNAPL at 
IHSS 119 1 must be consdered m the screenmg of process opbons for that source area 
In addition removals must consider storage issues 

Several process opbons hsted under phymcal rem& technology for m mtu treatment 
of chlomated solvents are not treatment technology and arc more appropriately classified 
as in situ removal of solvents from groundwater 
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The fact that bioremedmhon is currently undergorng treatabilrty studies at RFP should 
be mcluded in screenurg comments The objechves of the bioremediahon treatabllrty 
study and the studies usefulness in evaluatmg bioremediahon altemahves at OU 1 must 
be addressed 

The list has been rewewed for the OU 1 CMS/FS, however the hst is not mcluded m the mam 
body of the text due to its pnor presentahon m TM #11 

Section 2 3 Evaluation and Selection of Representative Fxvxess Options 

Comment 6 

The Diwslon requests that ad&hOnd 
mformahon be mcluded m a s  Sechon documenhng how and why speclfic process options were 
selected for mcluslon and others excluded m the selectton of process opttons for developmg 
dtematlves 

Response 

The OU 1 CMSIFS contains addmonal mformahon rcgardmg process options retamed for 
dternahve analyss 

Comment 7 

2 20. F m  The statement that bioreme&&on and sod flushmg were not 
mewed favorably m the selectron of process ophons IS confusmg and mcomstent wth other 
sechons of thu techxucal memorandum W e  sod fludung is not idcntdied as a process opbon 
m either Figure 2 3 or 2-4 it is sedccted m alternatlve 3 groundwater removal by pumpmg 
Alternahve 3 IS the ~JCCQOII of water upgradient and extraction down-gradient of the source 
areas Use of a slmdar treatment tram for bioremediation would not mcrease the potenhal for 
further mgratm of contarmnants mto bedrock and would have the adhtlonal benefit of treatmg 
contammation rn the bedrock Sod flushmg should be included m the development and scremung 
of process options Sod flushrng as well as bioremdntlon and other m situ treatment 
dtemahves should be considered as the selechon of rcpresentattve process ophons equally, 
without undue bms 

Response 

Sod flushing and groundwater extracbon with reinjmon are separate remedud achon 
approaches In the case of OU 1 sod flushing is not considered a &le ophon for remediahon 
The altematwes presented m T M #11 have been revised to address consrstency issues, although 
it should be noted that rernjectron of extracted water does not necessarily equate to complete 
saturaaon of the subsurface to affect bioremediahon or soil flushg 
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Comment 8 

ze Po- c v  The ehmmabon of sod flushmg and 
bioremediabon from considerahon because of concerns about f o m g  contanunaQon further mto 
the bedrock system appears to be inconsistent wth alternabve 3 m Secbon 3 3 4 Thls 
alternabve is caUd groundwater removal by pumping and mcludes the injection of clean water 
up-gradient to flush contammated groundwater from the soils The evaluabon of the 
effecbveness of this alternahve does not mclude concerns about contanunant migrabon 

Response 

See response to Specific Comment #7 

Section 3 4 Wiug WIRA Treatment System 

Comment 9 

T- The sclcct~on of process opbons for 
dtemahve development was bmed towards selecbon of the exlstmg IM/IRA treatment system 
for treahng extracted groundwater Ttus sectton mcorrcctly stam that the exlstmg IM/IRA 
treatment system is proven to be effecbve m treatmg the contamrnants present at OU 1 Th~s 
document must sate that the exlsdng system may requut mdificanon to provlde adequate 
treatment of extracted groundwater Drscusslons rcgardmg the mstmg IM/IRA treatment 
system should be mewed and most recent accurate mfomhon regardmg the IM/IRA 
treatment system mcluded m thts tcchmcal memorandum and the CMS/FS report 

Response 

See response to General Comment #3 

Section 3 Development and Screemg of Alternatives 

Comment 10 

of Devel- of Th~s e o n  should be expanded to 
mclude the development and screesung of r e m d  amon alternat~vcs for cach MSS at OU 1 
The process by whch technology opbons were assembled mto dtcmabves is not clear from this 
document The Divlslon quests that additional mformabon be added to th~s report 
documenhng how p m s  ophons developed in Smon 2 were combmed mto the altemabves 
presented 111 Secbon 3 The Dinson recommends that the range of altemahves developed for 
each site mclude some mtermedlate achons 

Response 

See responses to General Comment #l and Specific Comment #6 It is unclear from the 
comment what acbons are considered "intermediate" The OU-1 CMS/FS report mcludes four 
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no actton or insbtubonal control altemabves, and four removal or treatment alternabves At the 
request of the Diwion and EPA most of these altcrnat~ves were cam4 forward for d e w 4  
analysis 

Section 3 1 Development of Remedial Action Alternatives 

Comment 11 

PeveloDment of Al&rr@va The Dimsion does not beheve that 
it is appropnate to develop remedd action alternatives on a medium speafic baas EPA 
guidance recommends assembhg alternatives by combmg GRA and process opbons selected 
for each m d u m  to form alternabves for the site In the case of IHSS 119 1, altcmat~va must 
be developed that mclude the m&t~on of subsurface sods as well as groundwater The 
Divwon recommends that the atternatlves assembled m ths section be mewed to ensure that 
they address all rnda of concern at each ate wthm OU-1 

Response 

See response to Speclfic Comment #1 

Comment 12 

of Process bv The Divrslon requests that 
additional mformabon on those process opbons that werc not screened out and that are 
represented by those described m the altemabves be mcluded m the desmpbon of each 
altemabve m thls sectton 

The level of d e w  presented m the tcchcal memorandum is consistent wth that suggested by 
EPA s RYFS gudance Add~tlonal mformatron IS prowded for process opbons rncluded m 
remedml acbon altcrnatxva m the detatled analysls of altemattves 

Section 3 2 Screening of Altmmtives 

Comment 13 

ent of fi The process options selected for the remedubon 
of groundwater should be cornbud wth process opbons selezted for the remcdmbon of other 
media at each site dumg the development of alternatives At &IS pomt m the process, such 
aspects as mteracbon among medn and sitewde protect~veness reqmments have usually not 
been fully developed Therefote, refinements to each altemabve should bc considered to ensure 
the altemattve is protectwe of human health and the enwonment The process of refhng 
altemabves is dcscnbed m Section 4 3 1 of EPA s Guidance for Conduclmg Rem- 
Invesbgabons and Feaslbrllty Studta Under CERCLA The Dmslon recommends that 
mformahon of the refinement of *medal alternabves be included m the s c m g  of altemat~ves 
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presented in this techmcal memorandum 

Response 

The process described m Section 4 3 1 of the EPA RVFS gwdance refers to targeted medm that 
contnbute a nsk or exceed A M R  based standards The Phase III RFI/RI does not mdicatc that 
media other than OU 1 groundwater meet these cntem Also see response to Specific Comment 
#I 

The refinements & s c u d  m thn comment are appropnatc for ates wth several maha targeted 
for remedmbon The guidance is mtended to be apphd where appropnatc and must consder 
site con&tions The OU 1 CMS/FS report follows the EPA CERCLA gwdance as appmpnate 
and focuses on the relevant medurn detummed to contnbute a nsk to human andor ecologml 
receptors 

Section 3 3 Groundwater Remedial Action Alternatives 

Comment 14 

3 10. The Dmston Qsagnes unth DOE s concluslon that the french dram 
would not provlde much greater protecttveness than mst~tutIonal controls wth no acbve 
treatment apphed The operation of the french dram dunng the bme frame speafied m thrs 
secbon mcluded the collect~on and tnatment of Building 881 footmg drrun water as well as 
french dram and collecbon well sump water, causes substantd ddutmn of €tench dram 
contarmnants The fact that any contammatlon was detected m the duent  water is strong 
ewdence to suggest that the french dram and collectm well are effective m reduang the 
tonaty mobhty and volume of c o n m t s  

Response 

See response to General Comment #3 

Comment 15 

&gc 3 11. The statement, Parttcularly m hght of the fact that the effluent 
storage tanks used for the treatment system may be contnbubng to the contarmnant 
concentrabons rn the treated water is nather accurate or relevant and should be deleted 

Response 

See response to General Comment #3 

Comment 16 

3 11. Evaluptlnn M e  exlstmg fenclng and site check pornts provide 
physical bamers to access to the Rocky Flats Plant the Diwslon docs not Weve that the 
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current physical barners [comment not completed] 

Response 

The comment is not complete and cannot be addressed 

Comment 17 

B v e  4b and 512 The Diwsion does not believe that the implementation of RF/Ohrmc 
Heatmg wth SVE or Stream InjechodMechmd M m g  over the entue operable umt is 
practrcal or appropnate for considerahon as altemaQvcs 

Sitewde apphcabon of these technolog~cs was mended to address contarmnants outslde of IHSS 
119 1 The actual areal extent of the remaimon would be cictcmmui d m g  remedud d a g n  
The OU 1 CMS/FS report does not specify sltewdc treatment under any altcmat~ve Treatments 
apphed to areas other than IHSS 119 1 would be jusbficd through add~tlonal soll gas surveys and 
performance m0mtoMg 

Section 3 4 Summary of AIternative SCFeening 

Comment 18 

&rn~-ofes 2 The removal of both Altcmat~ves 2 and 3 fram further 
considerabon is based on nuccurate mformataon rcgardmg the pufimrmce of the french dram 
and coltecbon well The removal of these altcmat~vcs from further con-on must be 
reassessed u m g  current and accurate mfmabon Sohd rabonale must be clearly stated before 
these dtemahves are removed 

Response 

See response to General Comment #3 

Section 4 0 Potentla1 Action Specific ARARs and TBCs 

Comment 19 

PotenQal A&?& The Diwsion is currently rewewng the potend ARARs and TBCs proposed 
m thu sechon Comments on the sclec&on of potenttal ARARs urlll be sent under separate 
cover The early 1dent;lficahon of ARARs is cntlcal to the efficient development and selechon 
of appropnate remedud actm for OU 1 The Diwsron IS disappointed that DOE has fded to 
specify representatwes for the ARARs working group, proposed by CDH m January 1994 

OU 1 Techcal Memorandum 111 
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DOE recogma that the early idenbficahon of ARARs is cnt~cal to completmg the detaded 
analysis of altemat~ves Srnce the xefmced comments whch are pendmg have yet to be 
provided by the Dlws~on DOE IS pmcecdmg wth the ARARs approach mt~atcd M T M #11 

OU 1 Techmcal Memorandum #ll 
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